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REMAMEB 

This Response Is responsive io the Finai Office Action mailed Febiuary 17. 
2009 ("Office Action"). 

Cialms 17, 20, 21, and 23-30 stand rejected under 35 U,S,C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentabie over Stevens (U.S, Pubiicatlon No, 2002/0155329) in view of 
Monzyk et al (U.S Patent No, 6.503.298': 

CSaiiii 17 of the present si'-venlion dtscJoses a method for generating a 
hydrcgen-nci-! reformate, the method comprising the steps of reacting a hydrocarbon 
fuel in a catalyst bed comprisir^g a refofiriing catalyst and carbon dioxide fixing 
material to produce a reformete comprising hydrogen and eacfeon dioxide, ttie 
carbon dioxide fixing material fixing at least a portion of the carbon dioxide in the 
reformate to produce an intermediate reformate; removing hydrogen from the 
intermediate reformate by tlowing the intefmediaie reformate tPirough a first 
piirification bed comprising a hydrogen fixing materiai to produce a hydrogen- 
depieled aat> and fixed hydrogen; and releasing the feed hydrogen from the first 
purification bed to produce a hydrogen-rich gas. 

According to the Examiner, Stevens discloses a method for generating a 
hydrogen-nch refomiate (Office Action, p. 2). According to the Examiner, Monzyk 
discloses a preferable hydrogen purification unit that can be used downstream of a 
reformer and used to produce hydrogen for a fuel cell (Office Action p 4). 

.According to the Examine?, Monzyk teaches ti-ie process as an efficient and 
prefei'ssbie \vay of purifying hydrogen and Stevens discloses the prefeiersce fof ["jigh 
purity iiydrogen for the efficient operation of a fuel cei§ and iower cost. As such, 
according to the Examiner, it xvould have been obvious to one of ordinary skil! in the 
art at the time of the invention to add the hydrogen purification process of Monzyk to 
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the hydrogen generating process of Stevens In order to provide Ngti purity h^^drogen 
in an efficient way for uses such as m fuel ceilsS, 

Applicar?is respectfuMy disagree, in the SacKground of the invention section 
Stevens states that "higher hydrogen purity improves fuel cell efficiency and cost . . 
. For these and other applications, an improved steam reforming process capable of 
providing a high hydrogen, lov^if carbon monoxide, low carbon dioxide reformate Is 
greatly desired." (Paragraph 0006). In the Summary of the Invention, Stevens then 
discloses "a method for co,nverting hydrocarbon fuel to hydrogen rich gas" 
{F-'cuaqraph 0007). The hydrogen rich gas of Stevens "is suitabie for use in a fuel 
cesi' (Paragraph 000?) .As a resLflt, Applicants respectfully assert that thefvr is no 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation in Stevens that would have lead one ot ordinary 
skill to combine the Stevens and IVIonzyk teachings to arrive at the claimed 
invention, Stevens discloses a purified hydrogen stream (Paragraphs 0030 and 
0034); therefore. Stevens would not have motivated one of ordinary sksH in the art to 
combine the purification teachings of Monzyk mth Stevens. Reconsideration and 
wiiiidrawai of this rejection of ciaiin 17 and claims 20, 21, and 23-30 which depend 
from claim T? is respectfuliy requested. 

Claim 18 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Stevens (U-S. Publication No. 2002/0155329) in view of Monzyk et al. (U,S. 
Patent Ho. 6,503,298), as applied to claim 17 above, and further In view of Goiben 
(U.S. Patent Ho. 5,250,368). 

Ciasm 18 is believed to be in condition for allowance by virtue of its 
dependency from ciaim 17, Applicants respectfully request reconside!- alien and 
withdrawal of this rejeetion of claim 18. 

Ciaim 19 stands rejected under 3S U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Stevens (U,S Publication Ho. 2002/0155329) in view of Monzyk et al. (U.S. 
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Patent No. 6303,298). as appNed to ciaim 17 above, and further evidenced by 
Heung (U.S Patent No 958,098) 

Cit^iin 19 us beheved to be sn condition for allowance by vnlue of its 
dependency f;oni olahn t? Appiicants respectfully request reconsideration and 
vvithdrav,?ai of this rejection of dam 19. 

Ciaim 22 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Stevens (U.S. Publication No. 2002/0166329) in view of Monzyk et ai. (U.S. 
Patent No 6 503,298) as apphed (o dam 17 above, and further evidenced by 
Schiodt et ai, (U.S, Pubiicatton No. 2001./0055560). 

Claim 22 is believed to be in condition for ailowance by virtue of its 
dependency from claim 17, Applicants respacffuily request reconsideration and 
\iVithdrawai of tHis rejection of claim S2. 



Com j usmn 

AW of the stc^ted grourtds of objection and rejection are believed to have been 
properly traversed, v^ccommodated, or rendered moot. Applicants therefore 
respectfuily request that the Examiner reconsider ail presently outstanding 
objections and rejections and that they be withdrawn. Applicants believe that a full 
and complete response has been made to the outstanding Office Action and, as 
such^ the present application is in condition foi- afiowance, if the Examsner believes, 
for any reason, that poi'sonal communication will expedite prosecutson of this 
application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at the number 
provided. 

Prompt and favorable consideration of this Amendment is respectfully 

requested. 
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Respect tsify submitted, 



tvieiissa Patangia 
Attorney tor Applicants 
Rea. No. 52,088 

August 17. 2009 

Customer No. 383S)3 
Chevron Services Company 
P. O. 80.K4368 
Houston lexas 77210-4368 
713-764-2817 (Voice) 
713-754-2944 (Fax) 
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